and Buddhism) became accessible as a result of the architectural, artistic and textual remains.
4
Today, fragments of thousands of manuscripts in different scripts and languages and hundreds of paintings are kept in Berlin, London, New Delhi, Paris, Saint Petersburg, Japan and other places. The objects have been and still are studied and explored by researchers around the world -frequently in fruitful international cooperation 4 .
5
It is not the aim of my paper to give a general evaluation of these activities or to place them against the broader historical and political background of early 19th century history. I also do not intend to discuss issues of colonialism or Orientalism which one could easily address with regard to the not always undisputed methods of the scientists' activities in Central Asia -a region which did not belong, not even politically, to any of the parties involved. These debates I have to leave to more competent historians of the modern period. Instead, I want to introduce some new source material from the Berlin archive of materials concerning the expeditions of German scholars to Eastern Turkestan (" TurfanAkten ") 5 . The archaeological exploration of Central Asia was from its very beginning a cooperative enterprise. The material introduced in this paper can help illustrate some of the aspects of this international collaboration and -in particular -the relationship between Russian and German scholars. It will show, how different strategies of argumentation were used for defending academic positions and claiming rights of academic exclusiveness and priority. Most of the material concerns a conflict between German and Russian scholars which became a kind of touchstone for the cooperative approach. Moreover -as recent publications show -this dispute is still today a matter of controversy and continues to complicate the present-day relations between scholars working on Central Asian material.
7
May the material presented here also help clarify some of the positions which caused the recent controversial discussions.
1. The question of priority and the " International Association for the archaeological and linguistic exploration of Central and East Asia " 8 It is generally acknowledged that the archaeological exploration of Eastern Turkestan was initiated by the expedition of Dmitrii Aleksandrovich Klementz (1847 Klementz ( -1914 . Based on the results of previous explorations 6 -mainly under the auspices of the Russian Geographical Society -the Russian Academy of Sciences decided to organise an expedition exclusively devoted to the archaeological remains of Eastern Turkestan. This expedition took place in 1898. Klementz visited the oasis of Turfan and returned with a huge amount of information regarding the archaeological remains of this site and their enormous potential for further research 7 .
9
The Russian academician Friedrich Wilhelm Radloff (1837 Radloff ( -1918 presented the results of this first intensive archaeological exploration of a Central Asian site at the 12th International Congress of Orientalists in Rome in 1899. Excited by the discoveries and huge opportunities a further exploration of this region would promise, the scholars decided to found an " International Association for the archaeological and linguistic exploration of Central and East Asia ". The proposal for this foundation was made by Radloff who was later elected to act as the association's president 8 .
10 Klementz' information about artefacts and manuscripts from Turfan was not the only one that had reached the academic community. In 1890, Lieutenant Bower had purchased in Eastern Turkestan (Kucha) a rather large manuscript written on birch-bark. This manuscript was given to the Asiatic Society of Bengal in Kolkata. From there, it finally reached August Rudolf Hoernle (1841 Hoernle ( -1918 , who was at that time Secretary of the Asiatic Society. Hoernle succeeded in deciphering and translating the manuscript (1893-1897), which he dated to the Gupta period, i.e. the 4th century AD. The manuscript is in fact a collection of seven different manuscripts, which contain medical Sanskrit texts and Buddhist texts such as the Mahāmāyūrīvidyārājñī 9 . The presumably old age of the manuscript 10 and the interesting character of the texts motivated Hoernle to ask the British diplomats to buy more manuscripts. At the same time, manuscripts acquired by Russian diplomats based in Kashgar or Urumchi (N. F. Petrovskii, V. S. Kolokolov, S. V. Sokov, N. N. Krotkov) reached the Russian capital and were studied there by Russian scholars. 11 Thus the " run for manuscripts " had already begun when the Russians presented the material of Klementz' expedition in Rome and tried to convince their colleagues to carry out the exploration of Central Asia on a joint and cooperative basis. 12 With Aurel Stein's (1862 Stein's ( -1943 Stein's ( ) expeditions (1900 Stein's ( -1901 Stein's ( , 1906 Stein's ( -1908 Stein's ( , 1913 Stein's ( -1916 Stein's ( , 1930 Stein's ( -1931 ) a mighty and influential partner and competitor entered the scene. Contrary to the Germans and Russians -and later the French -, Stein as well as Hoernle never attempted to participate in the envisaged collaboration between the Silk Road explorers 12 .
13 Interestingly, Hoernle considered his decipherment and evaluation of the " Bower manuscript " to be the starting point for further discoveries. Usually the Russians claimed this position for themselves. Hoernle's point of view, thus, set the framework for further rival relationships 13 .
14 At the following 13th International Congress of Orientalists, which was held in Hamburg in 1902, the charter of the " International Association " was approved. According to this statute the association's headquarter was located to Saint Petersburg. Its affairs were mainly run by the " Russian Committee for the exploration of Central and East Asia " 14 .
15 Subsequently, a number of financially independent national committees were founded. These were supposed to coordinate their scientific activities in collaboration with the Russian headquarters. The statutes of these committees were published in the organs of 16 It seems evident that by founding this association the Russians not only tried to coordinate the international activities in the exploration of Central Asia, but also to defend their priority in this field. Given the lasting history of Russian contacts with, and research on, Central Asia, it is not surprising that Russia exerted a sort of privilege or dominance in the further scientific exploration of that area.
17 This supposed predominance was also explicitly expressed by Russian scholars. For instance, in 1900 , Nikolai I. Veselovskii (1848 -1918 , Dmitrii A. Klementz and the Russian Indologist Sergei F. Oldenburg (1863 Oldenburg ( -1934 submitted a proposal to the Eastern department of the Russian Archaeological Society. They asked for support to go on a Russian expedition to Eastern Turkestan. Referring to Klementz' 1898 expedition, the applicants highlighted the work done by Russian researchers that " exceeds by far all that has been done in this field by foreigners ". At the same time, they announced a " right of priority " in the exploration of these areas 16 . Some years later, the Russian Committee addressed a letter to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs complaining that the lack of financial support : […] have had an adverse effect on the Committee's projects in Eastern Turkestan, first by dramatically slowing down their progress and then by bringing them to a halt altogether, a situation that foreigners, i.e. the Germans and the French, were quick to benefit from : they have sent huge expeditions following in our footsteps. Unless the Committee resumes its activity vigorously and without delay, the Russian scholars' work of many years in Eastern Turkestan is likely to be completely wasted
17
. 18 It can be suggested that this attitude, which is also based on a growing Russian nationalism, constituted one of the barriers for the intended international collaborations. As already mentioned, the British refused to be involved in the activities of the " International Association ". After the Oriental Congress in 1902, Radloff had sent the British explorer Aurel Stein an official invitation to become member of the Russian Committee. He had also asked about the possibility to found a British National Committee. Stein had forwarded this request to Rudolf Hoernle. Hoernle, however, who had been both Secretary of the influential Asiatic Society in Bengal and founding member of the association in Rome, suspected that the Russians would exclude him from future work. Indeed, his name had been omitted from the documents presented in Hamburg 18 . Moreover, as Hoernle wrote, " the international committee are (sic !) simply advisory to the Central Committee which is exclusively Russian. This Russian Central Committee is practically a section of the Russian Foreign Office " 19 . Thus, Hoernle suspected a political agenda behind the activities of the Russian Committee -a suspicion corroborated by the facts that firstly, part of the Committee's members consisted of state employees, and secondly, the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs oversaw financing of the national committee and its activities 20 .
19 While the British were reluctant to accommodate a leading role of the Russians in the coordination of the scientific exploration of Central Asia due to personal and political considerations, the Germans used their traditionally good contacts with Russia for their own academic interests. Already in 1899, on their way to the Congress of Orientalists in Priority and Exclusiveness : Russians and Germans at the Northern Silk Road (...
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Rome, the Russians Klementz, Radloff and the Iranist Carl Gustav Heinrich Salemann had visited the German scholar Albert Grünwedel (1856 Grünwedel ( -1935 in Berlin to provide a short report on their discoveries in Turfan 21 . At that time, Albert Grünwedel was assistant director at the Ethnological Museum in Berlin and a specialist in Buddhist Art. It seems that both parties had even considered a common expedition. In a note dated the 26th September 1899, Grünwedel reports about the visit of Radloff and Salemann. They had brought specimens of cave paintings and manuscripts to Berlin which they wanted to present to the Orientalists' Congress in Rome. According to Grünwedel, the Russians inquired about the possibility of a Prussian participation in a planned expedition by the Russian Academy (Appendix n o 1). 20 The attempt to organise a joint expedition is mainly connected with the person of Prince Esper E. Ukhtomskii (1861 Ukhtomskii ( -1921 . Grünwedel was acquainted with Ukhtomskii and had studied his collection of Mongolian and Tibetan Buddhist objects. A catalogue of this collection was published in 1900 22 . It seems that Ukhtomskii planned a joint RussianGerman expedition. According to Werner Sundermann, who studied the concerning material of the Turfan-Akten :
Ukhtomskiy failed to inform the Russian authorities and the imperial court in particular about his plans, and since this was done by the German embassy, Ukhtomskiy was accused by his adversaries of trying to plant foreign spies in an area of Russian interest. So the idea of a joint Russian-German expedition had to be given up, and Grünwedel made preparations for his own expedition, morally supported by his Russian colleagues in St. Petersburg who were also helpful in providing Russian passports 23 . 21 Thus the idea of a Russian participation never materialized and Grünwedel immediately began to plan a first German expedition which took finally place in 1902-1903. This expedition was mainly financed by private sources and yielded an enormous amount of results. Due to its great success it was soon decided to organize a second expedition. It was led by the scholar Albert von Lecoq (1860 Lecoq ( -1930 and took place between November 1904 and August 1905.
22 In 1903 the Germans had founded their own National Committee (" Turfankomitee "), which in the following years coordinated the activities of the German expeditions and which was one of the main channels of direct official contact between the Russian and German scholars. While applying in February 1904 for financial support for this second expedition, this committee had to argue in front of the Prussian Ministry for its new project. The Turfan-Akten contains a copy of this application (Appendix n o 2) 24 .
23 Two points can be highlighted, which the German academics considered worthy of mentioning in their application :
1. The evaluation of German oriental studies as a kind of compensation for the colonial activities of countries like England ; 2. The challenge to preserve Germany's important role in this field which is threatened by its limited access to the original sources.
24 Moreover, the document mentions the good relations with the Russians and the collegial support they provide. The document also notes that these good relations are threatened by growing nationalism in Russia.
25 It is obvious that the German scholars try to provide in their application arguments which are in accordance with the nationalist attitude of the German government and which would induce the ministry to approve their application. These colonial and nationalist arguments seem to be brought forward ad hoc and hardly reflect the motivation of the scholars. But the document helps to understand the lines of argumentation and the self-representation of oriental studies within the political context of pre-war Germany.
2. The Russians and the Germans : the question of exclusiveness 26 Without doubt, the good relations between the Russian and German scholars, especially between the two leading figures Albert Grünwedel and Sergei Oldenburg, facilitated successful activities across the four German expeditions to Eastern Turkestan (between 1902 and 1914) . Yet, such collaborative approaches, regularly expressed explicitly by both parties, are questioned by decisions taken and goals pursued on each side pointing to a rather selfish agenda. To understand German and Russian positions, it has to be remembered that the Russian scholars initially failed in obtaining financial support for their own archaeological expedition to Central Asia Russian scholars had also this time -as it happened and happens not rarely -to stand back from a successful enterprise they had started and which went over into the hands of foreigners, first of all of Germans, of scholars, who got in their country money for an expedition 27 . 27 It is obvious that the Russian scholars had to achieve their academic goals via direct and indirect participation in activities by foreigners. Coordinating these activities, the Russians secured their influence over the work done by these foreign expeditions. Of course, that way, they also remained informed about plans and major results gathered during these expeditions 28 .
28 While the Russians tried to " keep a foothold in the door ", the Germans seemed to pursue a different goal. For the latter, the coordination offered by the Russians was an important way of securing a certain exclusiveness with regard to accessing particular archaeological sites and areas. This German approach is still being controversially discussed and complicates the relations between Russian and German authorities in the international collaboration on Central Asian manuscripts and artefacts. Several authors refer to a kind of pact or agreement between the Russian and the German side, where the " zones of interest " of both parties in the archaeological exploration and exploitation of Eastern Turkestan had been defined.
29 Thus Susan Whitfield writes :
There was some dispute as the Germans held that Grünwedel had made a pact with the Russians concerning spheres of work, that the Germans could excavate around Turfan and the Russians around Kucha. When the Germans arrived at Urumqi they found that the Russians had already been to Turfan and, feeling the pact had been broken, set off themselves to Kucha. After this there was no pretence at reserving sites by gentleman's agreement … The following remarks will show that Popova is definitely wrong in her dating. But the picture presented by Whitfield is also only half the story. To understand the chronology of this controversy and its genesis it is important to go back to the original documents which are kept in the archives of the Russian and German institutions.
33 The controversial debate seems particularly fostered through the absence of an official document proving any such agreement. In any case, the establishment of such an arrangement was not part of the statutes of the International Association nor of the national committees, as Popova's remark might suggest.
34 As far as I am aware of, there exist only a few letters between German and Russian scholars which refer to such an agreement, although in sometimes contradictory terms.
35 Recently, Mikhail Bukharin (2014) edited and studied the respective letters kept in the archive of the Russian Academy of Sciences. According to these letters, an agreement on the " division of Eastern Turkestan " was formulated by Grünwedel in preparation of the second German expedition in 1904. A letter by Grünwedel which is now kept in the Russian archives shows that the Germans had applied for the permission to explore sites in the Turfan area in August 1904 (letter Grünwedel -Radloff, 22nd August 1904 31 ). The reaction of the Russian side to this application remains unclear.
36 Most of the remaining letters kept in the Russian archive concern the complaints of M. M.
Berezovskii, the leader of the 1905-1908's Russian expedition. Berezovskii started to explore Kucha in spring 1906. At that time the third German Turfan expedition (December 1905 -April 1907 was also active in this area. Berezovskii blamed the Germans for having broken the agreement by entering the Kucha area that had been reserved for the Russian expedition. From the letters kept in the Russian archives it becomes obvious that the initial agreement concluded in 1904 was modified by additional arrangements concerning the area around Kucha. While Berezovskii stated that these additional arrangements concerned Kumtura only 32 , Grünwedel referred to an oral agreement with Wilhelm Radloff, the head of the Russian committee. According to Grünwedel, the latter allowed the Germans to extend their exploration into the entire Kucha area 33 .
37 In the following, I am presenting the documents from the Berlin Turfan-Akten, which concern this debate. These additional materials can help to contextualise the documents of the Russian archives published by Bukharin and provide the German perspective which is necessary to evaluate the validity of the arguments brought forward by both sides. 38 The agreement contents between the Russian and the German sides are referred to in several documents from the Turfan-Akten. In particular, Grünwedel's report on his journey to Saint Petersburg in autumn 1904 describes the contents of the agreement (Appendix n o 3). He writes that the German committee had got the permission to explore the entire valley of Turfan. Moreover, Grünwedel mentions the Russian painter Samuil M. Dudin (1863 Dudin ( -1929 who was obviously meant to accompany the German expedition for preparing copies and drawings of the frescos.
39 In a similar way, Grünwedel described this agreement in a note which is part of a circular of the German Committee dated the 27th February 1905 (Appendix n o 4). Again he stresses that Turfan " and the environment of Bugur and Kurla " were appointed to the German expeditions while the Russians were meant to explore the oasis of Kucha which was far away from Turfan. According to Grünwedel, Radloff said to him in late autumn 1904 : " Turfan we will give up. " This circular was meant to prepare a reaction from the German side to a letter from the Russian Committee. 41 According to a letter by Klementz to Oldenburg dated the 9th December 1904, Kokhanovskii's activities in Turfan followed the advice of Klementz, who had " recommended him to deal with the collection of information about the antiquities of Turfan, to take photographs and to collect frescos and manuscripts " 34 . In this letter, Klementz admits that he had not informed the Russian Committee about this issue. He complained about Lecoq's attitude and asserted that he is unaware of an agreement between the Russian and the German committee. He also denied the meaningfulness of such an agreement, even if it would exist. 42 In February 1905 the German Committee received a copy of a letter, which the Russian National Committee had sent to the Russian consulate in Urumchi. It was signed by its president Radloff and its secretary Sternberg. The letter refers to the " agreement " and clarifies the Russian position. A German translation of this letter is part of the TurfanAkten (Appendix n o 5). The letter is mainly devoted to the controversy between Kokhanovskii and Lecoq. It quotes Lecoq's argument, that the " area has already been divided " and that " all locations between Turfan and Kucha have to be considered as sphere of activity of the German expedition ". Radloff refuses this argumentation and argues that this agreement would only concern expeditions delegated by both sides, but not private persons who are pursuing their own personal research interests.
43 Although there is an obvious discrepancy with regard to the interpretation of the agreement's impact, this letter clearly shows that the Russian Committee admitted the existence of this agreement, but tried to limit its impact to the activities of academic expeditions.
44 The president of the German Committee, the Indologist Richard Pischel , replied in a letter to the Russian Committee dated from the 23rd March 1905 (Appendix n Priority and Exclusiveness : Russians and Germans at the Northern Silk Road (...
Études de lettres, 2-3 | 2014 o 6). Reacting on Radloff's letter, Pischel tried to extend the agreement's impact by stating that Kokhanovskii had to be regarded as a person who is under the direct influence of the Russian Committee. He described his activities which included the purchase of paper (manuscripts ?) and even excavations. Moreover, he used his letter to specify the zones of Lecoq's activities, which according to him had been reported to the Russian Committee. According to Pischel, these zones are defined as follows : " Turfan, Idykutšari, the valley of Sengimauz, the valley of Murtuk, the cave north of the Chinese town between Kurutka, Baghra, Buturuk, the oasis of Hami, and the environment of Kurla ". It is interesting to note that these zones completely correspond to the areas indicated by Grünwedel in his letter to Radloff from the 22nd August 1904, which is kept today in the Russian archives 35 . In this letter, Grünwedel informs Radloff explicitly on behalf of the (German) Committee, that in autumn 1904 an expedition by the Prussian Ministry of Culture will take place. As participants, the letter mentions A. von Lecoq and the museum's technician Bartus. Moreover, Grünwedel asks to assign to the German expedition the following sites :
1. Idikutshari, the ruins to the north of the Chinese town of Turfan, between Buturuk and Bagra, the valley of Sengimauz and the Murtuk river ; 2. the oasis Hami ; 3. the environs of Kurla, in particular the ruins between Karashahr, Bugur and Singim (Sangir).
45 It seems obvious that Pischel referred to, in his reply to the Russian Committee, the same list and letter. According to Pischel, the Russian Committee had never raised any objections to this distribution of sites. This might indicate that there had never been written any official response to Grünwedel's request of August 1904 and that the silence of the Russian Committee was interpreted by the Germans as a sign of consent.
46 It is surprising to observe that in its letter of reply dated from the 4th April 1905, the Russian Committee denied the receipt of such a German request (Appendix n o 7). Of note, Grünwedel's letter containing this list is kept today in the Russian archives. One can therefore infer that it had reached its recipient. Why its receipt was denied and why it had not been answered, is beyond the information which can be drawn from the documents studied here. In this letter of reply, Radloff on behalf of the Russian committee refers to an oral agreement of a different content. He says that the Russian academic Salemann had informed the German side on behalf of the Russian Committee about the possibility of including Idikutshari in the activities of the German expedition. Moreover, Radloff remarks that the Russian Committee is also content to leave the valleys of Sengimauz and Murtuk to the Germans. " With this single exception, we are not aware of any other arrangements or agreements ", the letter stresses. Moreover, the letter again points to the Russian attitude that any agreement would only concern expeditions undertaken by both sides and had no impact on the activities of other independent researchers such as Kokhanovskii, who " had never had any relation to the Russian Committee ". It is interesting to note that the letter refers to the priority rights of Russian scholars thus returning to the previous nationalistic argumentation. Radloff stresses that :
Russian science can claim an undisputable right of priority in these areas : only the discoveries of the expeditions which were equipped by our Geographical Society and in particular the results of the journey by Mr. Klementz on behalf of our academy made the successful research of Professor Grünwedel possible. 47 The person who instigated this illuminating controversy, Kokhanovskii, wrote to Albert von Lecoq in May 1905. The P.S. of this letter is kept in the Turfan-Akten (Appendix n o 8). It was added to the files by Grünwedel as a kind of proof for the agreement's violation. Grünwedel made the following note on the file : " Letter of Dr. Kochanowskii containing the request of the Petersburg academics to work on the area assigned to us for their museums, etc. " (TA 3269). In this P.S., Kokhanovskii reacts on the German accusation that he would destroy archaeological sites and stresses that any kind of demolition has to be ascribed to his predecessors. Again Kokhanovskii refers to the Russian priority rights. According to him, the Russians " have most rights, because they came first to this district ". He mentions Ioann-Albert Regel (1845-1909), D. A. Klementz and Grigorii E. Grumm-Grzhimailo (1816 -1936 as examples. Moreover, he points to the necessity in working for Russian science and museums.
48 As Grünwedel's note already shows, the German side interpreted Kokhanovskii's activities in Turfan as work done on behalf of the Russian Committee and hence a violation of the assumed agreement. The same attitude is expressed in a note by Lecoq dated the 13th January 1909, who also handed over a copy of this P.S. to the Turfan-Akten (Appendix n o 9).
49 Both letters, that of Radloff and that of Kokhanovskii, also show how nationalistic arguments entered the debate. Assumed rights of priority became decisive for the definition of the status of both partners. It seems that the initial trustful atmosphere ceased to prevail in the course of the year 1904. The increasing stress of priority rights is accompanied by the progressive modification, denial and misinterpretation of former agreements. It is presently difficult to evaluate the reasons for this development, but it cannot be excluded that personal differences which resulted in a severe loss of trust played a major role in this process 36 . On the other hand, the preparation of the first Russian expedition had started. In 1905, the zoologist M. M. Berezovskii was sent by the Russian Committee to Kucha 37 . Thus it is equally possible that the Russians now tried to reserve certain promising areas for their own explorations. 50 In the Kokhanovskii episode between 1904-1905, the Germans blamed the Russians of violating the agreement. In the subsequent controversy between Berezovskii and the Germans, the Russian side raised this accusation. Berezovskii considered the activities of Lecoq in Kirish-Simsin, a site near Kucha, as violating the contract. He wrote a protest note to Grünwedel. Here he refers to an agreement between the Russian and the German committee according to which the Germans would investigate the Turfan district while the Russians were in charge of the Kucha area. He admits that the Russian Committee had agreed on Grünwedel's proposal to extend the Germans' activities to Kumtura, a site in the Kucha oasis. But they had never been given the permission to explore other parts of Kucha, and in particular the Kirish site, where the Russians were supposed to work 38 .
51 According to Grünwedel's reply, however, Radloff gave him the oral permission to work in the " surroundings of the city of Kucha " which according to him included sites like Kyzyl and Kirish. Grünwedel writes that Radloff had allowed him to remove frescos and had asked him for photographs in the case that Uighur manuscripts were discovered 39 .
52 As far as one can judge, it was this " misinterpretation " of Radloff's approval which caused the controversy between Berezovskii and Grünwedel.
53 The materials from the Russian archive contain no further information about this issue. […] I had to discuss this issue with Klementz, Grigoriev and Berezovskij. Yesterday the gentlemen were with me and we all agreed that if you would like to explore this place (i.e. Kucha) and would like to take the frescos and other antiquities for your museum we would be much in favour of this, because nobody will be able to do it the way you do and for science it is irrelevant where the pieces are kept. In this case, Berezovskij will explore other areas. 55 It therefore seems that the Russian side was at least temporarily inclined to abandon its claims for the Kucha area and Grünwedel's attitude can be easily understood against the background of this former discussion. However, whether Radloff's assumed oral permission was based on this agreement mentioned by Oldenburg must remain open.
Conclusion 56
The political interests of the Russians and the British in Central Asia promoted the scientific exploration of this area considerably. Orientalists became involved in this exploration at a rather later point in time. While the British Orientalists with Hoernle and Stein followed a policy of strictly independent activities, the Russians decided to opt for an international cooperation. One of their main partners in this cooperation was Germany 40 . The reasons for this option are likely at least twofold. Firstly, the Russians tried to gain ground against the growing British influence profiting from the academic experience and material support of their international partners. Secondly, the missing financial support of the Russian government forced the Russians to directly or indirectly participate in the activities of foreign missions. Both these reasons were, however, mainly based on a latent statement of a Russian right of priority in the exploration of Eastern Turkestan. This right of priority explained by the former achievements of Russian expeditions and researchers were met on the German side by the strong desire for direct and exclusive access to original sources in order to preserve the leading role of German Oriental Studies. 57 In the documents and letters presented here, we could find repeated references to both of these attitudes. Nationalist priority arguments and aspiration for exclusiveness promoted an atmosphere of mutual mistrust between some of the involved scholars. The dispute about the actual existence, contents and interpretation of an assumed agreement between both parties illustrates the increasing degree of this mistrust -a mistrust which finally prevented the realisation of a joint and collaborative exploration of Eastern Turkestan.
58 The diverging evaluation of these events in recent academic literature -as found in the works of British or Russian scholars -show that still today not all traces of this mutual mistrust are overcome. SaintPétersbourg (1887 SaintPétersbourg ( -1935 .
41.
The document continues with a detailed description of the artifacts, which can be expected from an expedition, and a calculation of the costs.
